
July 16: 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket,No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and hndividuals Opposed to efforts 
by the tocal Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calk placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will nsdt in higher rates - in many cases, dramatimUy higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work an this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than &be pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those d 1 s  in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials B tolt-he number, dong with his of her P N  The caller, who may b in V i &  for 
example, is connected to a ‘’platf“‘. in anather state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘‘phtfrn,’’ he or she h a m  a message about a company, non-pcakit or person. The caUm fhen 
dials the &telephone nlunber of someone in Virginia. Current des, as well as  amm man sense, state 
that this represents two calk, OIIE from Virginia to Nebraska and one &om Nebmka to Virginia 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state csll so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state acmss charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which ~ t e  only a W o n  of  what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t aced higher priices for 
phone calls too. especially when these highw rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large . 
corporations. . 

1 am aware tbat tbe long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed h 4 t b  the FCC in an .effort to protect their customers’ intmests,in lhis manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

r;/ 
ccs: Commissioner Kafhieen Q. Abemathy 

Commissioner Michael J .  Cows 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelah 
senatw e/& 
Senator u- 
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Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Wasbington, DC 20554 

Re: WC DocketNo. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals o p p o d  to efforts 
by the local Belt telephme companies to circumvent c u m t  rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. I€ they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for CoRSumers who place the calls. As you approach your work OII this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mmd rather than the pleadings ofthe four B~11. companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls io which a caller uses 8 pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-he number, along with his or ber PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfor” in another  stat^ - let’s say in Nebraska. Fram this 
“pl&€om,” he or she hem a message about a company, non-profit or person. The c d e r  then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state d l  so they can levy cxotbitarrt m- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoevw to the Bell mmpaajes’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge corx5umers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Comumms don’t need higher prices foot 
phone calls toa. especially when these higher rates represent EL blatant giveaway to four large 
corporati om. 

I am .aware that the Song distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed h with the FCC in.an effort to protect their customers’ b s t s  in this mmer.  It i s  
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commjssioner Michael J. Copps 
Cornmissioner Kevin 3. Mart.q 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
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Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice ta the gowing number of p u p s  and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell. telephone companies to circumvent cmmt d e s  on cdls placed with a p p a i d  
calling card. If they succeed, it win result in higher rates - in many cases, h & d y  higher 
rates - for consumers whu place the cails. As you appmach ycnu work on this docket I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings ofthe four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to &get those calls in which a caller uses a pre-pdd calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with hls or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘~Iatforrn’’ in another state - let’s say in N&mska. From this 
“platform,“ he or she hears a massage abut a company, nonqxofit or person. The d e r  then 
dials the telephone number of someone m Virginia C u m t  d e s ,  as well a~ comrndn s e w ,  state. 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and m e  Enrm N e h k a  to Virginia 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because them i s  &call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no retationship whatsoever to the Bell corapaniss’ actual 
costa, whiuh are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumera. 

Prices am already rising for gas, milk and other pmdwts. Ccmsumm don’t nead h & ~  prices for 
phone calls tm, especially whm these higher rates represent a blataut giveaway to four k g a  
carporations. 
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1 EUTI aware that the long distance companies and otbm that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed i x ~  withthe SCC in m-eiTort to protect their customers’ httmsts in tbis mama. It i s  
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 3. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator fkeu 
Senator 
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Chairman Michaal K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket-No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and inclividw opposed to efforts 
by the local Beli telephone companies to circumvent cumt rules on cdls placed with a pm-paid 
calling card. Wthey succeed, it will result in higher rates - m many ca~e5, dramasically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you appach yaur work on this docket, 1 implore 
you to keep .thc needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies warn to tare .those calls in which a d e r  LWS a pre-paid caIling card and 
dials a toll&ee number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “plathrm” in mother state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘ ‘p ldm,”  he or she h e m  a message about a company, non-profit or person. T h e  caller then 
dials the klephone number of someone in Vir- Current rules, IIS well as common sense, state 
t W  this repxesenls two calls, one fiom Virginia to Nebraska and one 
Both d l s  are subject to htmtate access charges because there is acall to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a singk in-state call so they cm levy exorbitant in- 
state access charBes. Such fees h m  no relationship whatsoever ID &e Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a h t i o n  of what they want to charge consumers. 

Nebraska to Virginia 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumem don’t need higher pTices for 
phone calls too, especially when these highex rates represat B blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

- 

I m aware that the long distance companies and others tbat sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ inteaests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side o€ c~nsmets and show the Bell companies the dam 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Cqps  
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 

Senator br,. 
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Washington. DC 20554 

Re: WC DockerNo. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by tbe locai Bell telephone campanies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pm-paid 
calling card. lf they succeed, it will mult in higher rates - in many cases, dram%ically higher 
rates - for consums who place the calls. As you approach your work on this aocket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind ratberthan the pfeadhgs ofthe four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to tar@ those calls in which a callex uses a p p a i d  d h g  card and 
dids a toIl-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
orample, is canaected to a Lplatfom’’ in another state -- let’s say in N e h k a .  From this 
“plstfom,” he m she h m  a message about a company, nm-profit or person. The d e r  then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia Current rules, as well. as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one h m  Virginia to Nebraska and one fiom Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both cdls m subject ta interstate access charges because them is a call to Ncbraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitanit in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the EM1 canpanits’ actual 
costs. which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising fbr gas, miIk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone c d s  too, especially when these higher rates represent a blarant giveaway to four large 
CQrpOratiOnS. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid d i n g  cards have 
weighed in with. the FCC in an afkrt to protect their custoMus’ hterests h this manner. It is 
now h e  for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 
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ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

Commissioner Michael J .  Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin / 

Scnator ,&,. 
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Chairman Michael K. Powell 
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445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket-No:03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to chumvent current rules on d l s  placed with 8 prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in mimy cases, dmmxtkdy higher 
rat= - far consumers who place the &. As you approach your wurk on this docket, I implore 
you to keq, the needs of c o n m m  in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, dong with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Vkginia, far: 
example, is cornacted to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘‘phff~~m,’’ he or she hears a message about a company, nm-profiit or perSon. The caller then 
dials the talephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as wall ag common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from N0ttdca to Virginia. 
Both calls are subjeot rn interstate access charges beatuse there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-shtc call 30 they can levy embitant in- 
state access charges. Such fecs have no rekimship whatsoever to tba Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a ffaction .of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are aiready rising for gas, milk and other producrs. Consuncrs don’t need hi&m prices for 
phone c d s  too, especially when these higher mtes represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
carpmtions. 

- 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pwpaid d i n g  cards have 
we&hsd in -m& fhe RCC,inan~&rt.to protect their cnstomers’ inteasts in this manner. Ir is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of cousumers and &ow the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincsxelv, 

ccs: Commissioner M e e n  Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 16,2004 

Chainnan Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Cows 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevixl Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal. Communications Commission 
445 12th Stre& S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear C h h a n  Powell and Commissioners Copps, A b a t h y ,  Marih, and Adelstein: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens. immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appohment, or stay in touch with fimiily and Mends. These 
cards offfer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being d i s c o n n d  if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer ~ O U P S  bemuse they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it innicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardning the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling cards on consumers by 
deciding that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other 
few. 



July 1.6,2004 

Chairman Miclml Powell. 
Commissioner Micbael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abmathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelsteh 
Federal Cammunjcations C o d s s i o n  
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chaiman Powell and Commissioners Copps, Abmthy,  Martin, and Adelstein: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-incomc families, senior citizens9 immim, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers. a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have tD stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for af€ordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with -1y and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, coflsumexs Uterally risk being disconnected iffhe 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
mnsumer groups because they are an affordable alkmative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fbes would funnel directly to large local 
telqhone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least mord to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially inmase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at fiordable prices,jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling cards on consumers by 
deciding that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other 
fees. 

S h m l y ,  

ccs: Senator CHZLLC~ 

Senator u=*a 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen. Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communicatioxls Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fbes upon prepaid calling cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost fm 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their Cammuaties. 

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre- 
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-Amedcan households have used them,, and this number 
is p w i n g .  Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards i s  of the utmost hportance to 
low- and fixd-income consumers, since they offer an easy. economical way to stay in 
touch with fkiends and relatives across the country. 

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with 
rising telephone costs as well. In pdcular ,  many low-income households who are on 
fwed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they amnot meet the credit rating or 
hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before getting a phone. 
With prepaid cards, c d m e r s  can make calls firom payphones or the telephones of 
family members and neighbors. They GEUJ use these cards to stay “connected” as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appohtmmts that we 
all have. 

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these 
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up fur consumers and make sure 
that these charge.. will not apply to prepaid calling cards. 

Sincerely, 



July 16,2004 

Chairman. Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Maain 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman PoweIl and Commissioners: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities. 

Asiatl-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the f i e s t  adopters ofpre- 
paid cards. Ten percent of Asiaa-American households have used them, and t h i s  number 
i s  growing. Moreover, the aRordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to 
low- and fixed-income cowumers, since they offer an easy, economical, way to stay in 
touch with fiends and rclatives across the country, 

Witb other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be f d  wifh 
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service beeause they cannot meet the credit rating or 
hefty deposit requirements that locd phone companies insist upon before getting a phone. 
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphoncs or the telephones of 
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected” as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we 
all have. 

I simply find it uxlimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these 
cards. Some ofthe nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients o f  such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure 
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards. 

Sincerely , 

ccs: Senator b-2 -  
Senator &W 
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Chairman Michael Powcll 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Com.missioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC hcket:  NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners: 

The FCC sb0ul.d tlot impose new m e s s  charges and fees upon prepaid ca]linn cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in toucb in their cammunities. 

’ hian-Americans, including Chese-Anmicans, are among the fastest adopters of pre- 
paid cards. Ten percent of him-Amen& households have uied *.and this number 
is growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost h p o m c e  to 
low- and fmed-income consumers, s i n e  they offer an easy, economical way to stay in 
touch with fiends and relatives across the country. 

With other goods like gas and milk r i s i n g  these days, we should not now be faced with 
r i s i n g  telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on 
fvred hcom.es depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or 
hefty deposit requiremen& that local phone compmies insist upon before getting a phone. 
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphcmes or the telephones of 
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected” as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we 
dl bve. 

T simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new .charges and fees on thcse 
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. Tbe FCC sbonld stand up for consumers and make sure 
that these charges dl not apply to prepaid calling chrds. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Senator 
Senator 



. -  

July 16,2004 

chairrnm Michael Powell 
Conmissioner Michael C o p s  
Commissioner Kathl~m Aberaathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelskin 
Federal Com,unications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: W C  Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Commissionexs: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid d i n g  car&. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities. 

Asian-Americans, including Cbse-Americans, me among the fastest adopters of p@- 
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-Americai~ households have used them,,and this number 
is growing. Moreova, the affordabi’lity of pre-paid cards is of the utmost jjnportaace to 
low- and fixed-income coommers, since they offix an easy, econodcal way to stay in 
touch with friends and relatives across the country. 

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be fwed with 
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or 
hefly deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before getthg a phone. 
With prepaid cards, consumm can make calls .&om m h o n e s  or the telephones o f  
f d y  members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “oonnected’’ as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of tbe other daily appointments that we 
all have. 

1 simply fhd it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these 
cards- Same of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consnmers and make sure 
that these charges d l  not apply to  prepaid calling cards. 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell. 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12tb Street, S.W. 
Washin@on, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will. simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their commitles. 

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, am among the fastest adopters of prc- 
paid cards. T m percent of Asian-herican households have used them,.and this number 
i s  growing. Moreover, the aff'ordabiby of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to 
low- and fixed-income consumerst since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in 
touch with kiends and relatives across the country. 

With other goods like gas and miik rising these days, we should not now be faced with 
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income bowholds who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet tbe d t  rating or 
hefty deposit rcquimments that local phone companies insist upon before getting a phone. 
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of 
f d y  members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay "connected" as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we 
all have. 

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose m w  charges and fkcs on these 
cards. Some of the nation's largest iocal telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. me FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure 
that these charges will not apply to prepaid &ng cards. 

ccs: Seaator 
Senator f& 



July 16, 2004 

Chairman Mchael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commissjon 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12th street, S.W. 

Re: WC BockerNa. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed t o  e M s  
by the local Bell telephone companies to cixcumvent: current rules on calls placed witb a pre-paid 
calling card. Ifthey succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, hat i ca l ly  higher 
rates - for coxlsumefs who place the calls. As you approach your work on th is docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a d e r  uses a pm-paid calling cefd and 
dials a toll-free number, a h g  with bis or her I”. The d e r ,  who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfarm” in another state -- let’s say in Nebmks.. From this 
“platform,” he or &e hears a message about a mpsny ,  nm-profit or perm. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in. Virginia. Current rules, as well as cxm.mm sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Vainia to Nebraska and one f h m  Nebraska to Vk@a 
Both calls are subje to interstate ~ccess charges behusa there is a d to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-&& call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state acaess charges. Such fees have n~ relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fiactjon of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already risk for gas, milk and other products, Consumtrsr don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when hese higher mtes represent a blatant giveaway ta four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weigbed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in thismamcr. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show tbe Bell companies the door 
on t h i s  issue, 

ccs: Codssioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
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Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abamthy 
Commissioner f i v h  M e  
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washinpn, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

D e a ~  Chairman Powell and Commissimers: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calllng cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in ?heir c o m d ~ e s .  

Asian-&&-, including Chinese-hericans, me among the hkst adopters ofpre- 
paid cards. Ten. percent of Asiau-&neriCan households have used them,, and this number 
is $rowing. Moreover, the aEordabity of pre-paid cards is ofthe utmost importance to 
low- and fixed-income: consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in 
touch with friends and relatives across the country. 

With other goods like gas and millc rising these days, we should not now be faced with 
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, m y  low-income households who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or 
hefty deposit requirements that local pbone companies hsist upon before getting a phone, 
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls &om payphones or the telephones of 
family members and nei&bors. They can use these cards to stay ''connected" as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other d a y  appohtrnents that we 
ail have. 

I simply find it unhaghable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these 
cards. Some of the nation's largest local. telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. The FCC should strrnd up for consumers and make sure 
that these charges will not apply to prepaid CaIlcng cards. 



July 16,2004 

Chairinan Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner KaMeea Abmthy 
Commissioner Kevh Madk 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 
4-45 12th StlEEt, S.W. 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fws upon prepaid calximg cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simpXy Qive up the cost for 
minority ox disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their comjnunities. 

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the m e s t  adopters of prc- 
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have used &-,.and this number 
i s  growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to 
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in 
touch with friends and rela~ves moss the country. 

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced ~ t h  
rising telephone costs as w1L Zn particular, many low-income households who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the. credit rating or 
hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before getting a phone. 
With prepaid cards, consumm can make calls from payphones or the telephones of 
f h l y  members and neighbors. They can use these cads to stay “connected” as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appchtmcnts that we 
all bave. 

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new chmges and f e s  on these 
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure 
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards. 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell. 
Commissioner Michael Cows 
Comission.a Kathleen A M & y  
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal CommUniCations Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC DocketNo, 03-133 

Dear Chaknan Powell and Commissioners Copps, Abemthy, Martin, and Adelstein: 

I am Writing to ask that the FCC not impose KIN hidden charges and fees OD prepaid 
d i n g  card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizms, immigrants, college students and 
military M e s  rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Mhny of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank acc~unts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consu.me~~, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phmc d l s  to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch With family and fiends. These 
cards offer convenience and pmdictabie costs. 

In economically disadvautaged areas, comw,nm literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling car& are indispensable for these and other 
comumer proups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services+ 

. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies wM,le the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase tbe cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing t4e savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid c a l h g  cuds on consumers by 
deciding that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access Gharges and other 
fces. 

Sincerely, 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Cops 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chajrmm Powell and Commissioners Copps, Abemthy, Martin, and Addstein: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, irrm&pnts, college students and 
miljtary families rely upon calling card seroicss for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephune service. For these consumers, a prepaid carcl may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to makc phone calls to look for a job, fbr affordable 
housing, make a &tor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, coxlsumm literally risk being discomected ifthe 
prices ofthese cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they me an affordable alternative to regular and +less 
telephone serviCes. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC w3.l do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would -el directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumas that can 
least afford to bear it. Addmg access charges and fees will substantially hmase the cost 
of providhg pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid d i n g  cards on consmers by 
deciding that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other 
fees. 



July 16,2004 

C W a n  Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martjn 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal CommUnications C o d s s i o n  
4-45 12th street, S.W. 
WasMngton, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear C h h a n  Powell and Commissioners Cops ,  Abernathy, Martin, and Adelstein: 

I am writing to ask thak the FCC not impose ntw hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minodties, lower-income families, senior citizens, irnmipt~, college students and 
mil it^^^ families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone senrice, For these cmmm, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for a€fordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointmat, or stay in touch with family and fiends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consume~s literally risk being disconpeoted if the 
prices ofthese cards increase. Prepaid calling C ~ S  ate indispensable for these and other 
wxlsumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it infiicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local. 
telephone companies while tbe burden would fd q m l y  upon those co~lsumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially ilacrease the cost 
of providing pre-paid car& at affordable prices! jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any ~ f lor t  to raise the costs of pre-paid calling CBfdS on consmer~ by 
deciding that these services are not subject to exorbitmt new access charges and other 
fees. 

Sincerely, 



Ju1.y 16,2004 

Chairman Michael R. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12th SlXQd, S.W. 

Re: WC Docket-No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Pmdl :  

T am w l h g  to add my voice tb tbe growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the Iocal. Bell zelqhuue companies to circumvent currtnt rules 0x1 calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If ‘they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many casea, dradcaliy ~ g h e r  
rates - fm consumers who place the d l s .  As you apprcmh your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumas in mind rather than the p l d b g s  ofthe four Bell companies, 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a cdler uses a pm-paid callhg d and 
dials a toll-free nmber, along with his or her PIN. ne caller, wbo may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘’phtfonn” in anotber state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” be or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. Tbe d e r  then 
dials the telqbone number of someone in Virginia. Currerrt rules, as well as comm sense, state 
that this represents two calk, one h m  Virginia to Nebraska and m e  h Nebraska to Virginia 
Both calls are subject to interstah access charges because thcre is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state d SO they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relxtionship whatsoever to tbe Bell companies‘ actual 
costs, whjch are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices m already rising fot gas, milk and other plgducfs. Consumers don’t n d  higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these &&er rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I m aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling wds have 
weighed k. with the FCC in an &‘.to protect their. cu&mers’--& i u . t h i s  .manner. It is 
now time fat the FCC to weigh in an the side of mmwners and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael. Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 205 54 

RE: WC Dockt NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Codssioners: 

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid c a l h g  cards. If 
you move to increase the cost of these cards, y w  will. simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their wmxnuoities. 

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adoptms of pre- 
paid a d s .  Ten percent of Asian-American h o d l d s  have used thCm,.d tbis number 
i s  growing. Moreover, the affordability ofpre-paid cards is  oftbe utmost impOrtaacc to 
low- and fixed-income comummL Siace they offer an easy, economical way to sky in 
touch with friends and relatives amss the country. 

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be fhxd with 
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon e d  service becazlse they cannot meet .the credit rating or 
hefty deposit requirements that l o d  phone companies insist upon before getting a phone. 
With prepaid cards, comutner5 can make calls from payphones or the telephones of  
family members and neigtibors. They can use these cards to stay “ooMected’’ as they 
look for jobs, hunt for housiag, or schedule maay of the other daily appointments that we 
alJ have. 

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges md fees on these 
cards. Some ofthc nation’s largest local telephoue campanics would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. The FCC shodd stand up for consumers and make sure 

Sincerely , 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissjoner Kevin. Nartin 
Commissioner Jonathan Addstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washingto% DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chahan. Powell and Commissioners Copps, Abemathy, Martin, and Adelstein: 

I am Writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden cbarges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Worities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of ueeds. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these cox1surners, a prepaid card, may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointmat, or stay in touch with family and fkknds. These 
cards oRkr convenience and predictable costs, 

In economically disadvantaged areas, coxlsumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. ]Prepaid d i n g  cards are indispmsable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wifeless 
telephone service%. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC d l  do if it inflicts new “b-sbzte” access 
charges and other fees on pm-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large load 
telephone companjes while the burden would fd squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling cads on consumers by 
deciding &at these settrices are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other 
fees. 

Sincerely, 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Katkdeen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Msrtin 
Commissioner Jonatban Adelstein 
Federal Comunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S,W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners: 

The FCC should not jmpose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If 
you move to inmase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for 
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their c o m ~ t i i e s .  

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre- 
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-Americ& households have used them,, and Ws number 
i s  growing. Moreover, the &m&ility of pre-paid cards i s  of the utmost importance to 
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer atl easy, wmmicd vvay to stay in 
touch with fiends and relatives across the country. 

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with 
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-hcome households who are on 
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet thte credit rating or 
hefty deposit requirements that local phone c o m p ~ e s  hist upon before g&g a phone. 
With prepaid cards, co~lsumcrs can make calls from payphones m the telephones of 
fhmily members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay " c o n n ~ d "  as they 
look for jobs, hunt for homing, or schedule many ofthe other daily appointments that we 
all have, 

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose. new charges and fees on these 
cards. Some of the nation's largest local telephone companies would be the biggest 
recipients of such charges. Tbe FCC ahouid stand up for con#maem and make sure 
that these charges WLU not apply to prepaid calling cards. 

c 

ccs: Senator M A u  
Senator 

h Y %  Sincerely, 



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen A b m h y  
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
4-45 12th. Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Dock&No, 03-133 

Dear Chaiman Powell. and Commissioners Copps, A h a t b y ,  Martin, and Adelstein: 

I am Writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-inncome families, senior citizens, immigraats, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of n d .  Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank acmunts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone cails to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, & a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer coxxveni~ce and predictable casts. 

In economically disadvantaged mas, consumers l i t d l y  fisk being discwnected ifthe 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid d i n g  cards are hdispensable for these and other 
wxlsumer groups because they are an &idable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone semicis. 

But such price hikes ate precisely what the FCC d l  do if it inflicts new “in+state” access 
charges and other fees on prepaid cards. The fees would fixme1 directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least mord to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affor&ble prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling cards on c-ers by 
deciding that these services axe not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other 
fees, 

ccs: Senator 
Senator d A  



July 16,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Cammunications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket.No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone cornpanits to oiroumvent mmut rules on calls placed wjth a prepaid 
calling card, If they succeed, it will result hi higher rzdm - m many caws, dramatically hi&= 
rabx - fbr consumers who place the calls. As you approsh your wmk m this &&et, I implore 
you to keep the needs of co~lsumers in mind rather than the pleadings of &e four Bell mmpanies. 

The Bell campanies want to target tbose calls in which a caller uses a pspaid callmg card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, fir 
example, is comeuted to a “platform" in another state - let’s say in N c h k a .  From &is 
“plzitfmn,” he or she bears a message about a ampany, nm-pmfit or parson. The c a h r  then 
diats the tekphbm number of someone h Vhghh Current mles, as well a9 common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, me fiom Virginia to Nebraska and m e  fiom Ndmska to Virginia 
S& calls are subject to interstate access charges because tbere is a d l  to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bur the Bell companies want to treat this as a single ia-etate call soatbey can levy exorbitant m- 
state access charges. Such have no telationsbip wbatscmer lo the &U. companie’ actual 
costs, which are only a hction of what they want to charge cmswmers. 

Prices are h d y  rising for gas, milk and other produds. Consumers don’t need bigher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when t h a e  bigher ralw represent a blatant giveaway to fom large 
corpomtians. 

- 

I am aware that the l a g  distance companies and others that seI1. p p a i d  calling cards have 
weighed in miti? 4k FGC in aa .-mt to pmtect their customers’ ,intcr&ts h,W manner. It i s  
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of c o n s m ~ s  and sbow the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner W e e n  Q. Abcmathy 
Commissioner Michaef J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Mutin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 


